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nlot acquit the prisoner unless they .found him te have been
insane; and that it ought te have been left te -the jury te ay
whether the prisoner in taet had ne intention of doing grieveus
bodily harm. The Court of Criminal Appeai (Darling, Walton
and Pickford, JJ.) th-,ught that the ruie in such a58es is this-
that the preaumption that everybne intends the natural 'conse-
quence4 of his acte inay be rebutted by shewing the mind of the
accused to have been 80 affected by drink that he waa incè.able
of knowing that what he was doing was dangerous, i.e., likely to
infliet serions injury-and that the charge of Coleridge, J., was
substantially in accordance with that rule. The appeal wae
therefore dismissed,

TRADE UNION - RESTIAINT 0FP TaAM E -ACTIîON BY mEmREE
AANTUNION--STtKE PAT - DECLARATORY JUDOMENT -

TRADF UNION ACT, 1871 (34-35 'Vie?. c. 31) s. 4-3940 Vie?.
o. 22, s. 6-(R.S.C. c. 125, ss. 2, 4(i)).

Gotney v. Bristol Trade &f P. Socidy~ (1909) 1 K.B, 901.
This was an action brought against a trade union by a member of
the society for a declaratory judgment and te recover the smi
of 2s. 6d. alleged to have been lmproperly withheld from the
plaintiff by the defendants. Although the amount at stake was
trifing the principle involved was important. The plaintiff was
in receipt of sick pçy and was subjected to a deduction of 2s. 6d.
for breach of the rules of the soclety. The action was te obtain
a declaration that he had net broken the mules, and to compel
payment of the 2s. 6d. The society waa registered under the Act
as a trade union. Its mules among other things pmovided for the
payment of siek psy te members, and -lso for the payment of
"6strikà-e pay" in cas of strikes. The County Court judge who
tried the action thought that nome of the purposes of the society
were in restraint of trade and therefore the court was precluded
by the Trade Union Act, 1871, a. 4, (B.B.C. c. 125, s. 4) fmom
entemtaining juriediction and hi@ opinion wus afflîmed by the
Divisional Court (Channeli and Su"td, JJ.); but the Court ot
Appeal (Cozens-.erdy, M.R. and Moulton and Buckley, L.JJ.)
came to a different conclusion an the ground that a trade union
per se may be lawful altogether spart from the Trade Union
Act, sud such the Court of Appeal held the union in question te
be, and which as far as the sick benefits were coneerned, wea in
the nature ot a fmiendly society, and on that grouud the plaintiff
was entitled te relief. The tact that the, rules provided for
1'strike pay, ' was held te involve no illegality; a strike not being
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